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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Corey Lorenzo Woodfolk seeksto appeal the district court's order
denying his motion filed under 28 U.S.C.A. 8 2255 (West Supp.
1999). We have reviewed the record and the district court's opinion
and find no reversible error. To the extent that Woodfolk challenges
his attorney's performance regarding alleged corruption of the investi-
gating officers, we find that counsel's error, if any, did not result in
prejudice to Woodfolk; thus, Woodfolk cannot show ineffective assis-
tance of counsel. See Strickland v. Washington , 466 U.S. 668, 691-96
(1984). Accordingly, we deny a certificate of appealability and dis-
miss the appeal substantially on the reasoning of the district court. See
United States v. Woodfolk, Nos. CR-93-419-JFM; CA-97-3737-JFM
(D. Md. Jan. 22, 1999).1 We note, however, that the judgment of con-
viction contains a clerical error. Although the judgment order accu-
rately states that Woodfolk pled guilty to conspiracy to possess and
distribute heroin, it incorrectly lists the violated statute as 21 U.S.C.

§ 841(a)(1) (1994). The applicable conspiracy statuteis 21 U.S.C.

§ 846 (1994). We remand solely for correction of the clerical error.
See Fed. R. Crim. P. 36.2 We dispense with oral argument because the

1 Although the district court's order is marked as "filed" on January 21,
1999, the district court's records show that it was entered on the docket
sheet on January 22, 1999. Pursuant to Rules 58 and 79(a) of the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure, it is the date that the judgment or order was
entered on the docket sheet that we take as the effective date of the dis-
trict court's decision. See Wilson v. Murray, 806 F.2d 1232, 1234-35 (4th
Cir. 1986).

2 Despite the discrepancy between the judgment order and the sub-
stance of the conviction, Woodfolk's substantive rights are not impacted.
As21 U.S.C. § 846 (1994) states: "Any person who attempts or con-
spires to commit any offense defined in this subchapter shall be subject
to the same penalties as those prescribed for the offense, the commission
of which was the object of the attempt or conspiracy." By statute, the
sentence for a conviction under § 846 for conspiring to violate

§ 841(a)(1), isthe same as one for a conviction under 21 U.S.C.

§ 841(a)(1) (1994).




facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials
before the court and argument would not aid the decisional process.

DISMISSED AND REMANDED
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